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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to the amendment filed on September 14, 2004, in which 
claims 1, 9 and 31 were amended. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicants' arguments filed September 14, 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

3. Applicants argue, "Barber's tokens are not a type of currency that may be provided by a 
consumer's browser to pay for access to a vendor's Web page". Also, Applicants assert, "the 
token described in Barber is used to instruct payment of credit units in exchange for access to a 
vendor's Web pages, and is never itself able to be used as payment for such access". 

The examiner disagrees. Notice, col. 5, lines 7-10 of Barber recites "Tokens, which are 
data objects having a specific value in credit units, are minted by a banker for use in purchasing 
access to a particular Web page. 

4. Applicants argue, "a consumer's credit units as disclosed in Barber are never distributed 
to the consumer to be used as payment for access to a vendor to a vendor's Web pages". 

Notice, Barber teaches giving the consumer credit, "instead of being required to purchase 
a specific number of credit units; then the consumer could be billed later for credit units 
expended" (see col 5, lines 52-56). This implies that credit units are distributed to the consumer 
for access to the vendor's resources. 

5. Applicants argue, "Barber's credit units are not "associated with" a particular pay-per- 
access Web page as required by claim 1." 
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However, col 5, lines 7-1 1 of Barber implies otherwise. That is, it recites "Tokens, which 
are data objects having a specific value in credit units, are minted by a banker for use in 
purchasing access to a particular Web page, charging an account of a particular consumer and 
crediting an account of a particular vendor, usually the vendor that owns the Web page", 
which infers that the units are associated with a particular web page. 

6. Applicants argue, "the vendor of Barber is not the same as applicants' claimed manager 
for as least the reason that is does not control the creation of electronic security value units (or 
any other type of currency). 

As for this claim, the examiner interprets the Banker of Barber as the manager. 

7. Applicants argue, "it is the consumer in Barber, not the banker, that determines the 
budget for the consumer in terms of credit units". 

However, Barber teaches the banker giving the consumer credit for accessing the 
resource, which is determining the budget (see col. 5, lines 52-56). 

8. Applicants' argue that Barber does not teach creating a pricing strategy that is 
dynamically adjustable at any time. 

However, Barber discloses establishing "the amount the consumer should be charged for 
information", which is a pricing strategy (see col. 7, lines 28 &29). Also, Barber mints the token 
to the consumer for a particular resource, which implies dynamic adjustments to the pricing 
strategy. 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 9 have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



1 0. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 3 5 U. S . C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects-far purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

11. Claims 1, 2, 9-1 1, 23, 25-27 and 33-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(e) as being 
anticipated by US Patent No. 5930777 to Barber. 

Referring to claims 1, 2, 24 and 36, Barber discloses creating electronic security value 
units associated with said resource under the control of said manager to pay for accessing said 
resource (see col. 5, lines 7-15), creating a pricing strategy, by said manager, for said resource in 
a denomination of electronic security value units (see col.7, lines 28 and 29), determining a 
budget, by said manager, for at least one component of said electronic system to access said 
resource by payment of said electronic security value units, selectively distributing said 
electronic security value units by said manager to said component of said electronic system in 
accordance with said budget (see col. 5, lines 52-56), controlling access of said component to 
said resource based on said pricing strategy established for said resource and based on an amount 
of payment by said component of one or more of said electronic security value units previously 
distributed to said component in accordance with said budget; wherein said resource is an 
interface or group of interfaces in an electronic system (see col. 6, lines 45-61; col. 7, lines 9-37), 
wherein said pricing strategy is dynamically adjustable at any time such that said amount of said 



Application/Control Number: 09/589,496 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3621 

payment required for said component to access said resource may be changed at any time by said 
manager; wherein the security value units may be used to access a group of one or more 
resources in said electronic system; wherein said electronic security value units are unique to 
said resource (see col 9, lines 24-30). 

Referring to claim 8, Barber discloses the method wherein said electronic system is a 
network, and said component is a client in said network (see abstract, lines 1-3). 

Referring to claim 9, Barber discloses a first filed, a second field (i.e. "target") for 
indicating said resource in a specific electronic system that a particular component may access 
by payment of said electronic security value instrument (see col. 8, lines 55-60); wherein said 
electronic security value instrument is used to control access by components to resources in said 
group of resources based on prices in electronic security value units established for said 
resources (see col. 2, lines 60-66). Barber does not explicitly disclose a first field for indicating a 
quantity of electronic security value units in said instrument, said quantity of electronic security 
value units in said instrument as indicated by said first field, and said specific resource that may 
be accessed by payment of said electronic security value instrument as indicated by said second 
filed. These are intended use features that are capable of being performed by Barber; thus, the 
features do not patentability distinguish the claim. "The recitation of a new intended use for an 
old product does not make a claim to that old product patentable." In re Schreiber, 44 USPQ2s 
1429 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 

Referring to claim 10, Barber discloses the instrument comprising a third field providing 
an identifier (i.e. "consumer account no") of said electronic security value instrument (see col. 8, 
lines 55-60). 
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Referring to claim 1 1, Barber discloses a resource manager for determining a pricing 
strategy in electronic security value units for a group of one or more interfaces for a group of one 
or more resources in said system (see col. 6, lines 6-9), an electronic bank server for selectively 
distributing electronic security value units, under the control of said manager, to a component in 
said system, said electronic security value units being unique to said group of one or more 
resources (see col. 5, lines 52-56) wherein access to a particular resource in said group of one or 
more resources by said component is determined by said pricing strategy and requires an amount 
of payment by said component before said access is granted, wherein said payment consists of 
said electronic security value units previously distributed to said component, wherein said access 
to said resources is controlled at said one or more interfaces to one or more resources and said 
one or more interfaces is one of a hardware access point and a software access point (i.e. "web 
site 5 ') (see col. 6, lines 45-61; col. 7, lines 9-37). 

Referring to claim 22, Barber discloses the method wherein said budget can be 
dynamically adjusted at any time (see col. 5, lines 52-56). 

Referring to claim 24, Barber discloses said budget is allocated on a per component basis 
(see col. 5, lines 52-55). 

Referring to claim 26, Barber discloses said budget is allocated on a per resource basis 
(see col. 9, lines 24-27). 

Referring to claims 27, Barber discloses said electronic security value units indirectly 
identify said component accessing said resource (see col. 8, lines 45-60). 
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Referring to claim 31, Barber discloses selectively distributing electronic security value 
units, by said manager, to a component of said electronic system (see col. 5, lines 52-56), 
controlling access to said interface based on a price in electronic security value units established 
by said manager for said interface and based on an amount of payment by said component, 
wherein said payment comprises one or more of said electronic security value units previously 
distributed to said component and payment is made electronically over said electronic system, 
wherein said interface is one of a hardware access point and a software access point (i.e. "web 
site") (see col. 6, lines 45-61; col. 7, lines 9-37). 

Referring to claim 33, Barber discloses creating a pricing strategy for said resource in a 
denomination of said electronic value units (see col. 5, lines 7-15), allocating a budget for one of 
a component and a group of components to access said resource by said payment of said 
electronic security value units, wherein said step of selectively distributing said electronic 
security value units comprises selectively distributing said electronic security value units in 
accordance with said budget (see col. 5, lines 52-56). 

Referring to claim 34, Barber discloses dynamically controlling the pricing strategy for 
said resource to enable dynamic adjustment of the amount of said payment of said electronic 
security value units by said component to access said resource (see col. 9, lines 24-30). 

Referring to claim 35, Barber discloses dynamically controlling said budget (see col. 5, 
lines 52-56). 

Referring to claim 12, Barber discloses said component is charged for multiple accesses 
of said resource (see col. 9, lines 18-22). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barber as applied 
to claim 1 above, and further in view of US Patent No. 6389541 to Patterson. 

Barber discloses a method for controlling resources (see claim 1 above). Barber does not 
expressly disclose denying said component access to said resource when said component pays an 
amount of said electronic security value units less than said price established for said resource. 
Patterson discloses denying said component access to said resource when said component pays 
an amount of said electronic security value units less than said price established for said resource 
(see col. 3, lines 44 and 45; col. 4, lines 52-57). At the time the invention was made, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method disclose by 
Barber to include the step of denying said component access to said resource when said 
component pays an amount of said electronic security value units less than said price established 
for said resource. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because 
it prevents unauthorized individuals from accessing the resource. 

14. Claims 3, 4 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barber 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of US Patent No. 6427140 to Ginter et al. 

Barber discloses selectively distributing electronic security value units (see claim 1 
above). Barber does not expressly disclose determining whether to distribute any of said 
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electronic security value units to said component. Ginter et al. disclose determining whether to 
distribute any of said electronic security value units to said component (see col. 162, lines 62-67; 
col 132,lines 11-16). At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method disclose by Barber to include the step of 
disclose determining whether to distribute any of said electronic security value units to said 
component. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because it is an 
inherent step, which assists in resource management. 

Referring to claim 4, Barber discloses controlling resource access (see claim 1 above). 
Barber does not expressly disclose the step of controlling access is based on limiting the number 
of accesses to said resource, by said component, regardless of the amount of said electronic 
security value units paid by said component. Ginter et al. disclose the step of controlling access 
is based on limiting the number of accesses to said resource, by said component, regardless of 
the amount of said electronic security value units paid by said component (see col. 58, lines 21- 
35). At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the method disclose by Barber to include the step of the step of 
controlling access is based on limiting the number of accesses to said resource, by said 
component, regardless of the amount of said electronic security value units paid by said 
component. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because it 
assist in prohibiting an overload of the system's resources. 

Referring to claim 24, Barber discloses selectively distributing said electronic security 
value units (see claim 1 above). Barber does not expressly disclose the step of distributing one 
or more of electronic security value instruments, said electronic security value instruments 
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comprising a quantity of said electronic security value units. Ginter et al. disclose the step of 
distributing one or more of electronic security value instruments, said electronic security value 
instruments comprising a quantity of said electronic security value units (see col. 266, lines 5-12, 
32-34). At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the method disclose by Barber to include the step of distributing one or 
more of electronic security value instruments, said electronic security value instruments 
comprising a quantity of said electronic security value units. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do this because it is a conventional means for storing electronic 
value units. 

15. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barber as applied 
to claim 1 above, and further in view of US Publication NO. 2002/01 1 1912 to Hunter et al. 

Barber discloses controlling access of resources (see claim 1 above). Barber does not 
expressly disclose the step of controlling access is further based on said manager limiting the rate 
of accesses to said resource by said component. Hunter et al. disclose the step of controlling 
access is further based on said manager limiting the rate of accesses to said resource by said 
component (see paragraph [0069]). At the time the invention was made, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method disclose by Barber to 
include the step of controlling access is further based on said manager limiting the rate of 
accesses to said resource by said component. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do this because it assist in prohibiting an overload of the system's resources. 
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16. Claims 7, 28-30 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Barber. 

Barber discloses creating a pricing strategy (see claim 1 above). Barber does not 
expressly disclose wherein said price is particular to said component, such that said price is 
different for other components of said electronic system. However this difference is only found 
in the nonfunctional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the step recited. The 
creating a pricing strategy will be performed the same regardless of the other components price. 
Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in 
terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983): in re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to set a 
different price for each component because such process does not functionally relate to the steps 
in the method claimed. 

Referring to claim 28, Barber discloses said electronic security value units indirectly 
identify said component accessing said resource (see col. 8, lines 45-60). 

Referring to claims 29, 30 and 32, Barber discloses a web-based interface. Barber does 
not expressly disclose an application program interface (API); however, it is known in the art 
that an API is a set of routines for building software application. Thus, the web browser, which 
is a set of routines, may also be consider an API for controlling access to said resource. At the 
time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to modify the method disclose by Barber to include an API. One of ordinary skill in the art 
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would have been motivated to do this because an API guarantees that all programs using a 
common API will have similar interfaces. 

17. Claims 12-14, and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Barber in view of U.S. Publication No. 2002/0133412 to Oliver et al. 

Barber discloses establishing a price, in said electronic security value units, of said 
resource, said price being established by said manager (see col. 7, lines 28 and 29), selectively 
distributing a budgef by said manager, in said electronic security value units (see col. 5, lines 52- 
56), controlling, by said manager, of access to said resource by said component, based on said 
price and on an amount of payment from said component, wherein said payment is at least a 
portion of said budget distributed to said component (see col. 6, lines 45-61; col. 7, lines 9-37). 
Barber does not expressly disclose determining the number of accesses that can be accomplished 
by said component to said resource based on said budget and said price. Oliver et al. disclose 
determining the number of accesses that can be accomplished by said component to said resource 
based on said budget and said price (see abstract). At the time the invention was made, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method disclose by 
Barber to include the step of determining the number of accesses that can be accomplished by 
said component to said resource based on said budget and said price. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to do this because it provides an effective mechanism for 
managing components accounts and controlling access to resources over the network (see Oliver 
et al. paragraph [0006]). 

Referring to claim 13, Barber discloses the method wherein said price can be dynamically 
adjusted at any time (see col. 9, lines 24-30). 
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Referring to claim 14, Barber discloses the method wherein said budget can be 
dynamically adjusted at any time (see col. 5, lines 52-56). 

Referring to claim 19, Barber discloses creating a pricing strategy (see claim 1 above). 
Barber does not expressly disclose wherein said price is particular to said component, such that 
said price is different for other components of said electronic system However this difference is 
only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the step 
recited. The creating a pricing strategy will be performed the same regardless of the other 
components price. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention 
from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 
401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983): in re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to set a different price for each component because such process does not 
functionally relate to the steps in the method claimed. 

Referring to claim 20, Barber discloses the step wherein establishing a price is based on 
said budget and a limit on said number of accesses to said resource by said component (see col. 
9, lines 24-27). 

Referring to claim 21, Barber discloses the step of selectively distributing said budget is 
based on said price and a limit on said number of accesses to said resource by said component 
(see col. 5, lines 52-56). 

18. Claim 15, 16 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Barber and Oliver et al. as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of Ginter et al. 
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Barber discloses a method for controlling resources (see claim 12 above). Barber does 
not expressly disclose said resource can comprise a group of resources, each resource of said 
group having a respective price, and wherein said step of determining further comprises the step 
of determining the number of accesses that can be accomplished by said component to each said 
resource of said group. Ginter et al. disclose said resource can comprise a group of resources, 
each resource of said group having a respective price, and wherein said step of determining 
further comprises the step of determining the number of accesses that can be accomplished by 
said component to each said resource of said group (see col. 30, lines 66-67; col. 31, lines 1-4). 
At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the method disclose by Barber to include the step wherein said resource can 
comprise a group of resources, each resource of said group having a respective price, and 
wherein said step of determining further comprises the step of determining the number of 
accesses that can be accomplished by said component to each said resource of said group. One 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because it is an efficient method 
for monitoring resource usage and activity (see col. 3, lines 20-25). 

Referring to claim 16, Barber discloses a method for controlling resources (see claim 12 
above). Barber does not expressly disclose said component can comprise a group of 
components, each component of said group having a respective budget, and wherein said step of 
determining further comprises the step of determining the number of accesses that can be 
accomplished by said component of said group of components to said resource. Ginter et al. 
disclose said component can comprise a group of components, each component of said group 
having a respective budget, and wherein said step of determining further comprises the step of 
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determining the number of accesses that can be accomplished by said component of said group 
of components to said resource (see col. 5, lines 43-47). At the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method disclose by 
Barber to include the step wherein said component can comprise a group of components, each 
component of said group having a respective budget, and wherein said step of determining 
further comprises the step of determining the number of accesses that can be accomplished by 
said component of said group of components to said resource. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do this because it is an efficient method for monitoring resource 
usage and activity (see col. 3, lines 20-25). 

Referring to claim 18, Barber discloses controlling resource access (see claim 12 above). 
Barber does not expressly disclose the step of controlling access is based on limiting the number 
of accesses to said resource, by said component, regardless of the amount of said electronic 
security value units paid by said component. Ginter et al. disclose the step of controlling access 
is based on limiting the number of accesses to said resource, by said component, regardless of 
the amount of said electronic security value units paid by said component (see col. 58, lines 21- 
35). At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the method disclose by Barber to include the step of the step of 
controlling access is based on limiting the number of accesses to said resource, by said 
component, regardless of the amount of said electronic security value units paid by said 
component. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because it 
assist in prohibiting an overload of the system's resources. 
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19. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barber and 
Oliver et al. as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of US Patent No. 6389541 to 
Patterson. 

Barber discloses a method for controlling resources (see claim 1 above). Barber does not 
expressly disclose denying said component access to said resource when said payment form said 
component is less than said price established for said resource. Patterson discloses denying said 
component access to said resource when said payment form said component is less than said 
price established for said resource. (See col. 3, lines 44 and 45; col 4, lines 52-57). At the time 
the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the method disclose by Barber to include the step of denying said component access to 
said resource when said payment form said component is less than said price established for said 
resource. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because it 
prevents unauthorized individuals from accessing the resource. 



Conclusion 

20. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jalatee Worjloh whose telephone number is 703-305-0057. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Thursdays 8:30 - 7:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Trammell can be reached on 703-305-9768. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306 for Regular/After 
Final Actions and 703-746-9443 for Non-Official/Draft. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
PO Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park 5, 2451 Crystal Drive, 

Arlington, V.A., Seventh floor receptionist. 

Worjloh 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3621 



December 1, 2004 




